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Letter 241
MEY.0272003 14:4% #0340 P.028/043
[ Corl Lwei e - Mariis Va Master Plan comments TR, - B
Fram: Adda Qulnn <enviroheres@yehos coms
Ta: <llawran@placer ca.govs.
Data: 418703 72186
Subject: Martis Vo Master Plan comments
Apeit 18, 2003
Lot Lawrence

Placar County Planning Deat,
1414 B Avenue
Audum, CA 95503

Re: Aptil 30 deadline for comments on Martis Vallay
Flan

The Martis Valley Plan fails to adequataly addras a
reasonable range of aitematives for the following
==l
g First. the 3 now altematives were not directed at
MTIMIZING of alimingtng praject impacis to the

fullest exdent faazible as raquired by CECA, 4

boma-fide “consenvalion” sltemative must be analyzed

in 8 revisad DEIR,

3 Second, the RDEIR fails 1o adeguately describe the
afternalives. ey details conceming the altematives

are not disclosed, which renders fe analyses

radequale. Such project description smissions 241-1
include, but are ret Emited bo: the specific location

of development urder the cluster allemative; the

tatel ernount of non-residential devalopment under e
recuced intensity alterrative, new car irips gensrated
by each altemative; and the like.

g Third. the RDE'R fails 4o provide suffcient
information to compere the attematives to one another
and to the proposed project,

Finaliy, the RDER rejects each of the 3 new

altemative g5 Trifeasible” withow providing

sufficient evidence. Such eviderce should incude
remsens why the altsmetives were incapable of "being
accomplished in a successiul manmer within a
reasonable period of ime, king Ino account

gconomic, snvironmental, secial, and technologica
factors " Public Resourees Code section 21081 1  CECQA
defmition of “oasible,”

I strongly rge Place Counfy to pravida naal analysis 241-2
Tor and SeIECT Iow Jengity alternatives for filure 41-
devapment. Thanks for consideration of this

yrewpaint,
Fegerds

Adda Crilnn
1112 Martis Landing
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MAY. 022002 14:40 #0340 B.O28/041

.... e .
o T e

E

S L i

Truckes Ca 96151

envirghorse@Eyahoo.com from Adda Quinn

Do you Yahoo! 7
Thie New Yahoo! Search - Faster, Eagior. Bingo
httpzlismarch.yahoo.com
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LETTER 241.: ADDA QUINN, RESIDENT

Response 241-1 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Response 241-2 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 242
MAY.02'2003 14:49 #0349 P.O307043
| Cori Lavarence -~ Drafl EIR for Wartis Valley Communty Plan Updsie Saiiomemmes——"—"" e
A L R U] g Pren
- RPN ., |
From: "Seott C. Mennedy® <scki@eck.com>
T <flawren@plecer ca.gove
Date: FEEMI 2080
Subject: Dreft EIR for Martis Valley Commurnity Plan Update SC22001072050

Daar Ma. Lawrence and Plaser County Planners:
1 am a resident of Marfis Waoods Estates in Placer Coumty,

| have baen informed that there are dovaloper praposals | il inerag i
Morthsiar and the Martiz Vallay in general. MR i v e

I de nat bedieve the Martis Valley commbmity ang infréstruchre was dew
sloped with such
ir:lnlnd. Sﬁgengﬁnrf:n h*.fi f:a;:r: d;-ilnlrzhm:; 1:::!11; rnmmertiﬂ. industrial, retal, swﬂfﬁ%ﬁmh:
teramet i sen F
ol Sl P R id provides evidance of what will magniy in the futens i

~ The traftiz signal light at Hi 267 and the T i
s o e 2 7 Tk At st ke o fora i g

* Traffic &t the Intersection ef Highway B9 & Donner Pass Road will back-up to imterstate 20,

242-1

* Thee hisloric downiown Truckee has |
5k : a4 litlle o ne parking available on weskends and the steat s heavity

* Rsidants lving in Marthetar sre eluek i f i
R wpidsetds i in treffic backups when trying to access their property during

With the excepiion of passing lanes, fe single-lane State M

i y e ey 257 would becom
!'l'u:‘lﬂ rterstale 80 Iu the intersectan af King's Beach iFa d‘uubi'lngwuf hmslﬂ; wers lo ﬁﬁmﬂmu
Valley, not to mention the added raffic 1o Highway 28 araund hors Leke Tahos. You only need to lnak
Highway 89 t Squaw Valley and Abine Meadows 10 see what il hapaen to Highway 367 #2422

¥ you allow the Martis Vatley growth to ocour, it witl fum Maris Wale ahoa

. and M !
the traffic and congestion of South Lake Tahea - and South Lake T:;m hmm:nt:ﬁazu hi :-l:m e
SUToUrding the lake that Nerth Lake Tahoe doosnt, W

The Martlz Vallay / Morih Lake Tahos area is not desigred for ta hj
igh grewth that develaper
;mm:!'ung to persuade you to afow Mem 10 00 Let's face the facts - developers ane in lhE bjsi-l#iss far
:e reason only - lo make huge amaunts of menay in daveloper fass and fram subdviding, Developers
will 50T residents inta sardine cans ¥ they can gat sway with it - the anly thing stoppin ﬂev-leln Ip 2412
desiroving this area s your department and our glected officials, y P

Please stand-up For the sake of preserving what we | I i
community under any crcumstances, = i

Thank you,

Seoft C. Kenngdy
10055 Pine Cone Drivea
Truckes, CA 96161
(530) 582-9970

email: sckfeck.com

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 242: ScoTT KENNEDY, RESIDENT

Response 242-1

Response 242-2

Response 242-3

Public service and utility capacities and potential impacts associated with
subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community Plan are
addressed in Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR. Impacts to local
roadways, transit, pedestrian and bicycle and highway facilities are
addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-39 through -72. The commentor is also
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 242-1.

The commentor’s statements regarding concerns associated with new
development within the Plan area is noted. These comments will be
forwvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is
required.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 243

HAY, Q272003 14:49

FO240 P.O3L/043

(TG Caurenee 6 Na's VAley Ovsraevaopmont

=

From: =MEYASRO @acl.com>

To: <ljlamrenplacar.ca gov>

Drate: 23003 £:57AM

Subjoct: Re: Martis Valley Overdeveiopment
Lot Lawrence

Placer County Flanming Dept

14414 B fve

Auourn GA BSE03

530-BE5-3000

fleareni@piacer,ca.qov

Fia Nafice of Recire OF Fevs to Orafl EIR for Martis
aciivon of lower densiyintansiy attemative.
eomments due April 30, 2003

Dear Me, Lawrence amd Placas County Flannars

Fiest, we would ke 1o thank the Courty fu_r being
rexponsive to the pverwhelming Dulic opinion {hat
danaity must be Iimied in the Marlis Walay and
rgwiging the DEIR according o public input,

Sacond, wa Soncur whole=-hearedly with the Gountys
smnclusion in the ravises DETR on pege 'rEf that:
Based Lpen the evaluation dessribed in this section,
the Reduced Infensity Alemative b

considered to be the endronmentally superior
altarnaliva. This altemalive was daterminad to have
jpgs adverse ervronmrental impacts than the proposed

srsiject on most issues overall,

Wi urge the County to adopt the Bevized DEIR now with
iy lowes dansirintansily atiamnative.

Thank you for listening ie e public in thiis regand,
Singceraly,

Game Shering
mevabbo@acl.com

Vailey Community Plan Update SCAPONI0TIOS0: Section §

2431

243-2

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 243: CARRIE SHERRING, RESIDENT

Response 243-1 The commentor’s general statements regarding the alternatives analysis
provided in the Revised Draft EIR is noted. However, it should be noted that
the Revised Draft EIR identifies that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would
have the least extent of impact on the environment (as compared to the
Proposed Land Use Diagram) (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

Response 243-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 243-1.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 244
MAY. 0" 2003 14154 #0340 P, 032/043
[lodiawence . Marlis Valey BPEES SR ' S
From: Pat & Mike <mhpmd@pachellnet=
Ta: <llawren@placer.ea govs
Data: 2203 8:25AM
Siubject: Martis Valley
March 22, 2003
Lor Lawrence
Placer Caunty Plannivg Dept
19414 B Ava
Aubum CGA 95503
E30-888-2000

|fzwreniBplacer ca.gov

Re Mofice of Recire Of Revs to Drafl EIR for Martis
Valley Community Plan Update SCHX001072050; Section §
addition of lower deneitylintensity alternative,

comments dus Aprll 30, 2003
Dear Me. Lawrence and Flacer County Planners

First, we would ke to thark the County for baing 244-1
responsive to the overwhelming putdic opinion that 7
density must be limited in the Martis Valley amd
revising he DEIR ascording to pubic inpat,

Second, we eoneur whols-heartedly with the Courty's
concluzion in the revised DEIR on pege 15 that
Based upon the evaluation descrived in this section,
{he Feduced Intensity Allemative s
crnsicered to be the environmentally suparior 2442
altormative. This atternative was determined fo have
less adverse environmental impacts than the proposed
project on mest izsuss overall,

W urge the County to adopt the Revised DEIR now with
lhe kewar densitwintenaity altemative,

Thank you for listening to the public m this regard,
Sincerely,
Pt Dallam

416 Chaucer 5t
Falk Allp, Ca

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 244 PAT DALLAM, RESIDENT

Response 244-1 The commentor’s general statements regarding the alternatives analysis
provided in the Revised Draft EIR is noted. However, it should be noted that
the Revised Draft EIR identifies that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would
have the least extent of impact on the environment (as compared to the
Proposed Land Use Diagram) (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

Response 244-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 244-1.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 245
MEY. 02'2003 14250 E0380 P 033s04g3

e e
i
=== CALIFORNIA TROUT
Fred Yeazer I|-.;'l F e g e
Placer County Planning Departtmaent March 31,2003 - P Lo
11414 B Street, Aubum, CA 95603 L s M
"'.']. a |I &
Dear Mr. Yeager: o tas, iy ke
._,_:7_;'!3-_

I'am writing to add a supplementary comment an the "Martis Valley Community Plan Update,”

which iz an addendum to the original Plan,

Ohar impression is that the additional altematives will =411 provide little mitigation for our two
major concerns discussed in detail in our previous Jetters:
245-1

One major concern will simply be the amount of runoff that is likely to contain sedi
fertilizer, and pesticides. We find the discussion of sueh issues to be inndcqmt: in :f:m'

DEIR and clearly in need of major revision,

A second major concern will be the tapping of sroundwater for water sunpli
development. Again we find the discussion of this issue inadeguate mdﬁn?eéﬂo?a -
revision. In particular a reduced flow inte the inlet sirains of the Lake may in and of 245-2
itsclf lead to deterioration of spawning conditions in those straine, & situation that could
only be made worse by the fact that runoff into the strains would likely inchade large

amounts of sediment, pesticide, and fertilizer residue,

Sincerely,

¥

;ﬁl}t AVEPE

VETTIO “hair Conservation Committies
California Trout hitpe/fanwe cal irout.org/
B2T Santa Fe Avenne
Standford, California 54305
Internet E-Mail: vesavngetstanford, sou
URL; I'.tin-.."."-mﬂzr'.slan‘fgr_ui,g@ymgg]ﬂ'\'gﬁwﬂg
Voice: 650-853-1365 Fax; 630-493-1740 eFax: 707 8971414

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 245: JEROME YESAVAGE, CALIFORNIA TROUT

Response 245-1 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letters 72 and 73 as well
as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Response 245-2 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letters 72 and 73 as well
as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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i

Lottor 246
MAY.DZ'Z003 14:30 #0340 P.OZA/043
| Loni Lewrence - martis valleyplan — ~ S et 2
From: "tahoefimmy” <tahcejimmy@calis.com>
To: <llawren@placor.ca. govs
Data: 417Ma 1 A5PM
Subject: maris valley plan

| AM WRITING TO EXPRESS MY CONCERN RE-MARTIS DEVELOPEMENT.| FEEL THAT THE
PLAN ALTERMATIVES NEED TO BE FURTHER STUDIED AND POSSIBLE NMEW BLANS
DEVELOPED TO LIMIT CROWTH AND ENVIROMMENTAL IMPACT. | AM DEEPLY CONCERNED
ABQUT QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE REGION.PLEASE TRY TO RETHIMK THIS MARTIS VALLEY
FLAN. WE DONT NEED TO SEE SPRAWL AND HEAVY DEVELOPMENT, WE NEED TO RETAIM
OPEN SPACE, MINBAAL TRAFFIC AND FRESH AIR. AN OVER BUILT MARTIS VALLEY WiLL
RUIN THE FEELING OF THE AREA. CAN ¥0OL) PICTURE THE CHANGE? | CAN AND | DONT

LIKE WHAT | SEE
THAMNK YO
SLOTT SHANE
KINGS BEACH

246-1

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 246: SCOTT SHANE, RESIDENT

Response 246-1

The commentor suggests that the alternatives evaluated in the Revised Draft
EIR need to be further studied associated with concerns associated open
space, traffic and air quality, but does not note any specifics regarding the
need to further study. As described in Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of
the Alternatives Analysis), the Revised Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis
of the environmental benefits and detriments of the alternatives considered.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 247

BOJAD PLOEESO43

MAY.P2"2003 14:53

{LoriLawrerice - Martis Valy Plan R

rae—— e P

From: <gbaubleitf@atibi.com>
Teo: =jlawren@placer ca.goy=
Dale: AEDS T 35AM

Subject: Marlis Vally Plan

April 18, 2005

Larl Lawrence

Placer County Plannmg Dept

1414 B Avenus

Auiburn, CA DS803

Rie: April 30 deadine for comments on Martis Vatey Plan

The I'v.lhlrtis Valley Plae fails o adequately sddress o reasonais range of
slternatives for the falowing reascns:

Firsl, the 2 new aflamatives were nat directed ot minimizing or eliminat
project Inpacts to the fullest extent feasible as required by CEOA. a.& honEfT;nw

Seonservationd alternative must he analyzed in a revized DER,
Second, the RDEIR fails to adequately describe the sfternafivies. Key detais

conceming the alternsatives are mof disclosed, which renders he anglyses
iradequate. Such project description omizsions include, but are not limited to:
M specific location of development under the cluster altarnalive; the total
amount of non-residential development under e Teduced Intarsity zibsrnzteva,

new Car s generated by each aftemative; and the fke.
Third, the ROEIR fails te provide sufficient informetion 1o compare fha

aflernaftives to one snother and to the pragesad project.

Frailly, the RDEIR mjects apzn of the 3 new 2liernative as dinfeasiblod wi
providing sufficient evidence. Such evidence should include reasons w;::l.ﬂ
alternatives were incapable of Sbeirg accomplishad in a successful manme: within
a reascnable period of time, taking nfo account econamic, envirormerdal,

social, and lechnological facters.6 Public Resources Coge seetion 21051.1; CEQA

definilion of &feasizie s

I steangly urge Flace Gounty fo provide REAL analysis of and salect fow dansi
lternatves for fulure development. Thanks for consideratan of this w.-iaewpmf
Regards

Geprge Subat!
1119 Marts Langing
Trusckes CA 98161

247-1

247-2

Placer County
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LETTER 247: (GEORGE SUBLETT, RESIDENT

Response 247-1 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Response 247-2 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 248

MAY_02'2003 F4:50 #0340 p.O3GS04Y

| Lovi Lawrence - Revised Drafl Emvironmental impact

From: "Sabina V. Sirauss® <grg-shn@prodigy.mets

To: <jlawren@placer.ca.gov-

Date: 4/78/03 B09PM

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 1o the Propesed Martis Valley C

Plan Updte, SGH No - 2004072050 b 4
Sunfiower

Apell 28, 2003

Lori Lawrencs

Envirgnmeanial Review Technician
Placer County Planning Denartmant
11414 "B" Avanue

Aubum, Caffarnia 85503

RE: Revized Dralt Envdronmental Impact Report to the Proposed Martis Vallay Sermmunity BI Upda
SCH Mo 2001072050 o S

Dear Ma, Lawrence:
Thank you for the apporiunity to comment on e shove referenced Plan Update and Revisod Dra®
Ervironmental Impact Seport,

would like to echo Conservalion Biology Instiuie recommenoations as commissioned to drant
Consenvation Planning Frinciples for Martis Valley, Cing Marfis Valley's ecological significance, C&I
recommends that Placer County:

248-1

Adhera fo existing County consarvation policies.

Cluster new development around existing development.

Prohibit developenent east and narth of Highway 267,

Establich a ragional conservation strategy bafare approving any new developmant,

Alza, the ;IDET st farlslm adequately address 2 reasonabls range of alternatives for the foliowing
razzens; Firsl, the new allematives were not direcied at minimizing or glimmating praject mpacts o the

fulles! extond feasible as required by CEQA. A bona-fide "canservation” allematve must b apnar,.-zg_-q ina e
revigad DEIR (see outline of that alternatve in the CBI roport).

Second. the RDEIR fafs o adequately descrive the allemetives, Key details conceming the aliematives

arz nod disclosad, which renders the analysas inadequate. Such project description omissions includs, but
are not limited to: the specific location of devalooment under the cluster aliernative; the toka! amount of 248-3
non-rasidanfisl development undar tha redused intensity aliemntive, now ear trigs generabed by sech

ghermative; and the like.

Third, the FtI:IEIRIfalls to provide suflicient information to comparne the allematives t one another and
the proposad project. | 248-4
Finally, the FDEIR rejects each new altamative as “infeasible” withowt providing suffisient svidence. S
; ; Lich
evidenioe would have to include reasons why the aternatives were incapable of "being accomplished in a | 248-5

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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MAY. 02 2003 1d:51 #0340 B 037/ 043

[Lori Lawrence - Revised Drafl Envimnmental Impact Repor 1o he Proposed Merls Valley Community Pian Upaate, SGH Nisa

succassiul manner within a reasonable perlod of fime, tzking Inte assount econemic, environmental, 248-5
social, and technofogical factors.” Public Resources Code section 21061, 1; CEQA definion of “feasi®ie ® Cont

Thank wou for vour time. Sincarely,
Sabina V. Srauss

PO, Box 6031

Tahoe City, California 05146
Fnone (530) S83-2323

Fax (530} 5833855

grg-sbri@prodigy.net

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 248: SABINA STRAUSS, RESIDENT

Response 248-1

Response 248-2

Response 248-3

Response 248-4

Response 248-5

Consideration of the “Conservation Plan” Alternative suggested by Sierra
Watch, Homeowners Engaged in Local Planning-Northstar and the Mountain
Area Preservation Foundation is addressed in Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Response to Comment 236-5.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 249

MAY.0Z2°Z003 14:31

W. David Brown

£0340 P.D3BS24Z

PO Box 3218, Truckes, A 94140
Apri] 30, 2003

Lot Lawrence

Senjor Plarming Technician

Placer County Planming Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re:  Comments on Revised Draft Environmental my i
_ pact Report for the
Commnity Plan Update; SCH #2001-72050 A AR

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

We arc commenting as individual, private citizens and as 30 year neranent residents of

Northstar and the Martis Valley.

The entire comments as presented by Sierra Watch--on behalf of Sicra W Homeo
; : b atch, WIHETS
Engaged in Loeal Planning, and the Mountain Arca Preservation Foundation-(dated April 27
2003, mntmnlmg pages 1 through and including page 10, and signed by Tom Mooers Exa:mi:v
Brirector of Sierra Watch) are hereby mcorporated inte owr comments by reforence, ; 7
’ 249-1

W agree with and support the refersnced Siema Wateh comments, As pr iti

reserve all rights and remedics available to us under the California Enﬂf;?;ﬂ;:::llﬁ;& Act
(CE_QA_}I and any other laws, rules or governmental regulations that relate to the subject mEtter
outlmed in the sbove reforeneed Sierra Watch Commenss, :

In particular, the RDEIR fails to include altematives tha
1 ; i . Lare demonstrated to avoid impacts
biolegical resourees thus rendering the RDEIR mconsistent with consarvation pﬂlin:‘it-:]: in th::‘ 249-2

County’s 1994 General Plan.

Therefure we respectfully request, in light of the salient Ppoints outlined by Sierra Watch, that

Placer County

* study and address the points raised by Sierrs Watch
* revise the current drafi by incorporating an adequate analysi i
\ vz1s of alternatives for
development of the Martis Valley that mest CEQA® uirem g
Gieneral Plan, and Sierra Wai'ch?:ptlinbl Lodhe el Ll

* re-circulate that revised draft

Sincerely,

W. David Brown

Linda J. Brown

(530 5429720 = =ax (530) 56221443 = o devidforowndels cry

249-3

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 249: DAVID AND LINDA BROWN, RESIDENTS

Response 249-1 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter 253 as well as
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). The
commentor’s statements regarding their rights under CEQA and other
associated laws is noted.

Response 249-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 236-6 as well as Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Response 249-3 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter 253 as well as
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). The
commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter 253 as well as Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 250
MAY. 022003 14:51 0350 P.OIR/043

Lori Lawrance

Senior Planning Technician

Plocer County Planning Department
11414 B Averue

Auburm, &4 95603

RE: Revizsed Draft CIR of the Martis Volley Community Plan Update (MVCPLY)

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

Thank you fer the eppertunity to comment an the clfernatives for the revised deaft ETR
(RDEIRY I am commenting on behalf of the Sierra Club's Mother Lode Chapter, the Tahoe
Area Sierra Club (TASE), and its 18 000 plus members, 2501

We don't believe that the RBETR adequotely addresses alternatives for the MVEPY,
analyses those alternatives sufficiently, or prowides justification fer the rejection of
conserviotion alter notives

The alternatives presented, the “no project” altermative. the "=lustered” lend use
alternative, the "reduced density” alternative, and the "lowest dengity *alternative, dorit in 250-2
any way combing madern planning techniques that could ollew substantial ecanomic growsh
and minimal ecologlzal damage,

Lets start with the "ro project” alternative. Placer County Plarning, the Board of
Supervisers, and the mojor landowners heve all interpreted the 1975 Martis Valley Plan
without eansidering all of the facts recarded in the plan. The plan states that the amount 250-3
of units appreved, in essence, will never be Euilt becouse the infrastructure needed for
those units was never going to be built due to massive oppesition from the citizens of the
aren, the 1975 Plen Committee members, and Placer County Planning. The 1975 plan alsa
stafes that building will step at The point that a two-lane highway 267 reaches o level of
gervice that iz unacceptable

In fact, the infrastructure reguired for approximately 12 000 wits was so wpspulor that
Placer Caunty Flanning recommended that highwoy 267 be degignated o twe lane seenie
highwmy. P:‘:!:uﬂ! ealeulate and repart the amount of units that could be built with the
infrastructure cordtraints detailed in the 1975 Martis Plan, A good title for this plon would 250-4

be the “recommended infrostructure” “RI" plan,

Then, please compare and contrast the tox revenue generated by the “preferred plan® (mith
oll of its golf courses) ond the "RL* plan (with na golf courses ond o minimum of 86% hausing
for meomes of 50,000 to IZ20,000). Also, pleose detail the effest an county expantes (for
beth infrastrustures required) and revence returned to the Martis Yalley area va, the
amoun® That would go to the Placer Caunty general fund,
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Alse, since the 1573 Martis Valley Plan fs inconsistent as fo how many units could be built
versus how many could be supported by infrastructure, please detail the legal recsoning 2504
supperting the Beard of Supervisors and the Placer faunties contention that thers ware Cont.
almost 12,000 Buildable units in the original plan,

The "¢lustered” land use alternative: Clustering, if done with-out regional planning for the
whale Martis Valley, does net make that much difference ts the long renge health of the
Martis ecosystam, Creating small “islands” of open space that have ne relation or cetnection
ta cther small “istands® is bod wildlife management planning. There must be a free and rasy
flow of genetic moterial from ane aren of wild]ife habitat to ethers, TF wildlife areas are
net connected by corriders and free from frogmentation from infraztructure, they will net 250-5

function as habitat,

Fer the "clustered” alternative o work to its highest ond best use all individuo! propertizs
in the Martis Valley need to be reviewed and mapped for things like sensitive wildlife areas,
oquifer recharge, and least sensitive building sites, Corridors free of vehicular traffic
would then connect the open space “islends" on tach property o wildlife could freely move
from one island to the ather. Placer Courty Flanning has nat properly planned the
“Cluctered” alternative, The TASC therafore has inedequate informetion and cannot
propecly evaluate the "clustered” alternative. Please mop the Martis Valtey sccording to
standord conservation biclogy principles, ereate islonds of the best and mast importent
habitat, cennect these islands with corridors, ond show develosment on the lzast sensitive
sites. Witheut this infermatian, it iz impessible +o properly evaluate the clustered
alternative,

The "rechiced density alternative” and the “lowest-intensity alternative” beth suffer from
the same problems as the "clustered aternative’. The only alternative that would really 2506
shew what o conservation alternative could cccomplish is an "BI" Transfer of Develapmert
Rights (TDR} olternative, There exists the perfect opportunity to use all of the best
modern planning technigues and devise a plan for the Martis Valley., We provide the details

for this below,

Plaase davizse o "RI™ TDR alternative with these cheracteristics

1) Form o regional planning erea fram the California barder near Incline Village to Tahoma
te Deanes Summit fo Treckes to Glenshire and bBack to the Coli fornia border rear Incline
Village, The fox revenue fram this aren would sty in thic area until ofl goals for the area 250-7

hove been sugcessfully implemented.

£} Form o coeperotive orrangement for gaverning this area between Mevads County, The
Town of Truckee, and Plazer County,

3] Fertn an Urban Growth Boundary area araund Trockes.
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4) Tronsfer allof the "RT" Development Rights in the Martis Valley +& tws lacations, one of
the Marthstar Village and the ether in the Urban Growth Boundary area n the Town of

Truckee,

3) Resfrict totol development fo o number congistent with the preseat built infrastrocture
of the erea. Do net plan for highway 267 to be expanded to 4 lares, do not build oHy other
roads that are elyjected to by the majority of the present citizens in the Flerning orea, and
then match water and sewer copacity to this infrostructure,

6) Denot melede ony mare golf courses n the plarning area.

T} Do an econamic study to determine the amount of housing units needed fo= the midde

class {say income of 50,000 te 120,000), or the majority of those people who are not Zatkd
presently housed by a government subsidy. Compars this number ta the amount of units
avoilable with the "RI” plon. Tronsfer as many “afferdable” wits a2 needed to the Town of
Truckee, Lf there ore more units available they con be used ot the Narthstar Village, Tf
mone ore available, then nome are availeble,

8) The tax revenue from the planning srea could previde the meney for a merket-based
system for the purchase of development rights, lend purchase, design, and construction,

?) Deed restrict all effordable units so that they remain af fordable +o thase working in the
ecenamy of the planning area,

10) Create apublic tronsportation system that efficiently services the planning area,

A conservaticn alternative with the above 10 characteristics would be o true consarrtion
aiternative that pratects the ecology of the Martis Valley, allows for substantiel sconomic
development, ond provides housing for most of the peoale that werk in the plerning area.
We ogain ask that o sacielly just and sound congervation alternctive be prepared for the
Martis Valley

If the Board of Supervisors erignal instructions stop the county from planming for a "RI"
ard secially just conservation plon, please detail the legal argument thet supports this

TESANING,
Sincerely,
Devid Kean
Tahee Area Sierra Ciub
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LETTER 250: DAVID KEAN, TAHOE AREA SIERRA CLUB

Response 250-1

Response 250-2

Response 250-3

Response 250-4

Response 250-5

Response 250-6

Response 250-7

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor refers to information in the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan
that supposedly notes that development would not occur to the extent set
forth in the Plan because of local opposition, but provides no citation where
this is expressed in the Martis Valley General Plan policy document. The 1975
Martis Valley General Plan policy document includes no policy or standard
that limits development set forth in the land use map.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 250-3 as well as Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis) regarding available
infrastructure capacity in the Plan area. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131
specifically notes that economic concerns are not considered physical
effect on the environment and thus was not discussed in the Draft EIR or
Revised Draft EIR.

As described in Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives
Analysis), the alternatives analysis is based on extensive biological resource
information and mapping provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of
the Draft EIR (which specifically identifies the location and extent of habitat
areas, wetlands and waterways). In addition, the alternatives evaluated in
the Revised Draft EIR include clustering (in addition to the Clustered Land
Use Alternative) and expanded open space/low intensity uses (i.e., Forest)
that would provide large corridors and open space areas (e.g., Figure 6.0-3,
Lowest Intensity Alternative, of the Revised Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 250-5 as well as Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis)
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Letter 251
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29 April 2002

Loi Lawrence

Placer County Plerming Department
11434 B Aovenes

Auburn, CA 25603

Re: Comments on the Martls Valley Community Plan Update Rovised DEIR

Drewr Ivis. Lawrence:

Themk you for the ity %o provide comments on the revi
o I-"m']‘:y Cmmway g Ty %o pro the revized DEIR that has been prepared for the
Az with the mitial rieration of the DETR, potential Plan-impacts to Martis "
character, and the recreational sportfishery it influences, !ﬂﬁ:.i'ﬂm:palmml}md hﬁ;*mi:::ﬁgmwﬂ s,
Particnlarly surprising are the conchisions presented on pages 6.0-36 and 5.0-96 of the RDEIR, which
5:?53 fhnt the Reduced Intensity Altemative, the Lowest Intensity Alternative, and the Proposed [.ﬂj;d Use
Diagram land 1ses would “result in comparable impacts regarding potentisl impeets to the Lathontan cutthroat
trout,” given that all three fand 1se eptions have "somdlar poteatial efferts to Martis Creek and its tributagies = 257-2
) These conchasions have twe problems, First, their text omits mention of Maris Creek Reservoir and the
sinbar- and brown-trout fishery that currently exists in the impoundment. And second, the overal] contlusion
— that the three land use patiemns, witich vary damatically with regard to developable aereage, woald have
similar impacts to the ereck and its cutts — certainly seems counterintuitive. The EIR, needs fa detail the
n&uﬂ:lm:d analyses opon which this conclusion is based,
A abways, T look forward to reviewding an ETR, that is thorough in its discussion of
impacts to Martis Creek, Martis Creek Reservair, and the trous Tegnuﬁ:es found w_pﬂ'rmml -

Cﬂ!ﬂi:ﬂy}m,

Richard Anderson

Publisher and Editor

Califpraia Fiv Fisher magazine
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LETTER 251: RICHARD ANDERSON, CALIFORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

Response 251-1 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letters 10, 44, 72 and 73
as well as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Response 251-2 These alternatives were considered to have potentially similar impacts to the
Lahontan cutthroat trout as the Proposed Land Use Diagram as a result
anticipated construction of waterway crossings as well as potential surface
water quality degradation. The commentor is referred to responses to
Comment Letters 10, 44, 72 and 73 as well as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 252

#0340 P. 0437043

( Lori Lawrencs - = Wiaris Vialey P Grar B1R T T -

Fram:
To: <planrkngy
placer.ca. gove
Date: 2303 10:20P0M
Subject

Claussen Jaff =jelaussen? @yakoo coms

re: Marlis Valley Plan Draft EiR

Dear Placer County Planning;

I have reviewsd the Dratt EiR for the: Marti
artis

Pfarl-l and | found it to list many significant e
Snvitanmental impaecls regarding the proposad
o the surmoundTg Boosystam a?-;d :;nnguw Rl
Placer County has bean Groing fremendously in the
kst ten years. Many agricuftural and woodland araas
hiave baen davelopad in the foathil regions, taking
mua I'an:}!sard Dpets of California's history,

ity |5 raghdly losing :
Beautifd coundry, PR 018 apen st i

Marlis Valloy i 6 one of 3 kind in Placer c

; cunty, if
not California. A high alpine Vallay in the L:arﬂnt:raf
an owideer recreation macca, A valuahio watlar rozource
and wildife area. Current usas and aiating
develomrment ar impacting the vallay now maore ham
sver I_Jemnn_a-. Mora encroschmant, infrastruciuse, and
palfidion wil take away crie of Piacer Gounty's tast
Aftat open sreas near g population center,

I stronaly urge you to consider th i
and significant impacts lstad in gamwmw c:-nnmmw
wildlife, Binkogy, air and water poliution, Placer
County needs to drasticaly change and sfop this
propesed devalopment. Cnce these unlque areas arg
one, thay ate gona forever. Placar County has o duty
0 preserve and protect one of Calformia’s great
alping valleys i conjunetion wills the protection g

1he Lake Tahoe and Sierr MNevada region 35 a whola

FPopulation and economis tanditions are
aeas of Californda, Planning must be pm-gpr:e::?::zngn?an?
wilh long tarm hsight. Keeping the devalopment closp
iogather with condansed yses 9 55ve opan spaces sndl
val'ugb'-e waler resource and wildlife areas Such as

Martis Villey are vitz! in Califaria's future. | hope

Placer County does it's part.

Thark you,
Jeff Clapssen
Trickes

Do you Yaheo!?
The Maw Yahoo! Seanch - Fact i i
bl e i Er. EBsior, Bingn.

252-1

252-2

252-3

252-4
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LETTER 252: JEFF CLAUSSEN, RESIDENT

Response 252-1 The commentor’s statements regarding their review of the Draft EIR and the
significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR and the general growth of
Placer County is noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Response 252-2 The commentor’s general statements regarding the Plan area and concerns
associated with development is noted. Since no comments regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received, no further
response is required.

Response 252-3 The commentor’s general statements regarding consideration of the
cumulative and significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR are noted.
CEQA Guidelines 15091, 15092 and 15093 require that Placer County
consider the significant effects of the adoption of the Martis Valley
Community and make appropriate findings prior to its approval.

Response 252-4 The commentor’s statements regarding consideration of dense
development to protect water and wildlife resources is noted. Section 6.0
(Project Alternatives) of the Revised Draft EIR considers several alternatives
that include reduced development potential and clustering to minimize
environmental effects identified for the Proposed Land Use Diagram.
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Letter 253
MARY.D02'2003 14:13 P n—
TERRELL WATT, AICP
PLANNING CONSULTANT
1737 UNWHN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123
{m-mngm
FAK {413) 3451
i BEIVE
APR £ 9 2003
April 28, 2003
PLANNING DEPT.
By facsimile, email and federal express mail
Lori Lawrence )
Senior Planning Technician
Placer County Flanning Departmant
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 85603

Re: Comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact FReport for the Martis
Valley Community Plan Update; SCH No. 2001-72050

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

We appreciate this opportunity to provide eommernts on the Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Martis Valley Community Plan Update,

These comments are being sent on behalf of Sierra Watch, Homeowners Engaged in
Local Planning — Northetar (HELP-Northstar), and the Mountain Area Preservation 2513-1
Foundaticn (MAPE) (the organizations),” Al three organizations are committed to
working constructively with the County and other aﬁem&d jurisdictions to ensure that
developmeant in eastern Placer County maintains the region's clean air and water and
quality of life.

Unfortunately, the current Martis Valley planning process fails to adeg?maly plan for the
region’s future, The existing General Flan is legally inadequate. Individual projects are
threatening piecemeal development bafore the Community Plan is even adopted.
Moreover. the RDEIR and the Draft EIR for the Community Plan Update alone and in
eombination fall short of meeting CEQA’s requirements for an adequate alternatives 2532
analysis for the following reasons:

» The RDEIR and DEIR Fails to Analyze a Reasonable Range of
Alternatives to the Prolect

= The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Describe the New Alternatives

T.ﬁ:.siﬁtﬁn::a in preparing this letter was provided by biclogical and leal experts to the shganizations.

41
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= The RDEIR Falls to Provide Sufficient Infarmation Necessary to Support
An Informed Comparison of the Allernatives to the Project and One
Another

= The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose Inconsistencies Batwean the
New Alternatives and Existing Plans and Policies

» The RDEIR Sets Up Improper Arguments for Rejection of Environmentally
Superior and Feasible Alternatives

comments on these defects are described below. As noted in the RDEIR,
E:'am that all comments submitted on the DEIR furihe Martis Valley Cormmunity
Plan Update, including comments on the DEIR's altematives section net adequately
responded to in the RDEIR, will be responded to in the Final EIR or in additional
revised, recirculated DEIR sections.

L introductory Comments

Last month, Placer County released new “censervation s_lﬂernat'wes‘ to the altlernatives
described in the Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Cormmunity Plan Update. The new
alternatives are describad in an RDEIR to the Martis Valley Comunity I:-'Ian Update, a
document purportedly prepared to meet the requiremaonts of the Gaﬁfoﬂ_'lm
Environmental Quality Act, CEQA. Alewnatives included in the RDEIR includs:

*  A°noprject attemafive, which retaing the 1875 Martis Valley General Plan and land use
may

. n‘dM‘mmm.mwmmmﬁWW
development an fewer scres of each progect site]

= a “reduced density” Slternative, which reduces holding capasity ta 7,180 unila {4423 new
unite} and reduces tofal acres of nonresidential uses (e.9. commestial uses); and

" The “lowest-intensity’ alternative, which reducas holding capacity to 5,983 units (26546
new Units) and tolal potential office and commercial square foatage to 1,007,000 square
feet

Each new altemative includes some elements of sound conservation planning.
However, none presant a comprehensive, responsible plan for the future of Martis
Valley. Each is really just a smaller or revised version of the existing irresponsible plan.
Each would still be devastating to the reglon's wildlife habitat, Sierra scerery, and
quality of He.

None combines a reduced intensity of development with smaller developed areas (a
reduced — cluster altemative) to achieve real conservation resulis.

253-2
Cont.

253-3
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The RDEIR rejects without analysis an alternative that would require the development to
bo transfermed out of the Martis Valley to the Town of Truckee, as suggested in
comments on the DEIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan update.

And the RDEIR fails to consider an effective conservation program based on
development mitigation fees. Such a program would charge new development a fee for
the right to develop, thereby raising a pool of money to purchase strategic property in
Martis Valley for permanent protection.

. 253-3
Worst of all, the RDEIR suggests that aach new alternative be regecied becauss theyr ] Cont.
are inconsistent with the direction provided by the Board of Supervisors: that planning in
Martis Valley should be based on the original 1875 plan. tn other words, that we should
hase our future on outdated, seventies style planning — in spite of what we've learmed
about important regional issues, including the clarity of Lake Tahoe and the crush of
local traffic.

As Sierra Watch and others have repeatedly stated, Marfis Valley deserves better than
1970s era sprawl development. Moreover CEQA requires evaluation of a range of new
alernatives to address significant environmental impacts. But, instead of providing a
meaningful General Plan update process and legally adequate RDEIR, this RDEIR
sticks with the original, outdatad blueprint.

1. The RDEIR Alone and In Combination with the DEIR Is Inadequate

A Tha RDEIR and DEIR Fail To Analyze A Reasonable Range of
Altermatives

The requirement for an EIR to analyze altematives is criical to CEQA's substantive
mandate to avoid significant environmental damage where feasible, In order to carry
out this mandate, an EIR must consider a masonalbie range of altematives to the
project, o the location of the project, which a) offer substantial environmental
advantages ovar the project propesal and b) may be “feasibly accomplished ina ) 25934
successful manner” considering the economic, environmental, social and technological
factors involved, Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supendsors (1980) 52 Cal.3d
553, 568. The RDEIR alone and in combination with the DEIR fails to adequately
address a reasonable range of alternatives. Specifically, the new alternatives were not
designed to minimize or eliminate project impacts te the fullest extent feasible as
required by CEQA. Instead, each new alternative contains only isolated advantages
over the proposed project such as a reduced development footprint or reduced total
development.  None of the alternatives combine these “ecngervation” concepte to
eomplate an afternativie that would effactively address the significant unavoidable
impacts of the project on biological resources, traffic, air quality, affordabla employee
housing as well as other impacts.

In our comment letter on the DEIR dated August 16, 2002, the organizations requested
that a number of othar alternatives be considerad in a revised DEIR. Those altematives
were directed at reducing or eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the proposed
project and induded:

3
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1] A status quo alternative that would limit new development to that which could be
accommodated at accaptable levels of service by afl existing infrastructure. (See
DEIR comment letier, page 48). i .

?) A “biological and natural resources’ altemative based on a comprehensive
constraints map showing areag to be avoided in light of Placer County General
Plan natural resource policies and environmental factors including: ridgelines,
significant ecological resource areas, wildlife cormidors, maintenance of large
unfragmented habitats and avoidance of steep slopes. (See DEIR comment
letter, page 48). )

3) A “conservation plan” altemative based on the 2001 Matural Community
Cansarvation Planning Agreement principles (attachment A hereto). (See DEIR
comment letter, page 48-49).

4) A “restricted development” alternative, which would limit new development in
unincorporated areas and direct new development into existing cities and towns.
The faasibikty of an afternative that would “transfer development” info Truckee is
enhanced by the fact that at least one of the Martis Valley development projects —_
is controlled by a party that owns significant undeveloped land in the Town 253-4
proper (East-West Partners). Even without such common ownerships, Transfer Cont
of Development Rights programs have successfully resulied in protecting rural
areas in retum for increased development rights in nearby urban areas. An
altemative means of implementing this alternative would be a "purchase”™ of
development rights program, where development foes charged on new
development are used to purchase development rights from propertias with
seanic or other conservation values, (See DEIR comment letter, page 409).

While some information is provided in the RDEIR conceming the respactive impacts of
the new alternatives on the need o widen roadways, insufficient information is provided
eoncarming each altematives effect on the need to expand and improve other essenfial
infrastructure such as wastewater treatment, water storage of other services.

The RDEIR algo fails altegether to include alternatives that are demonstrated to avoid
impacts 1o biological respurces and be consistent with conservation policies in the
County’s 1994 General Plan. This omission is particularly noteworthy since Sierra
Viatch submitted a document to the County in December 2002, titted Conservation
Pianning Principles, Martis Vafley Communily Flanning Area. for the purpose of
assisting the County in developing such an altemative. See Attachmem B hereto,

The roport provides a solid rationale for the planning Martis Valley deserves -
conservation planning that would protect wildiife habitat and water quality and preserve
the existing quality of life. This alternative was not among those evalvated in the
RDEIR. Citing Martis Valley's ecological significance, the drafters of the Report,
Conservation Biology Institute (CBI), recommended in the Report that Placer County
develop a "conservation plan” for the Valley that, at a minimum,

*  jdheres to existing County conservation policies.
»  Clusters new development around existing development.
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» Prohibits development east and north of Highway 267 to
protect unfragmented habitat lands and wildlife corridors.

» Protect the integrity of the Martis Cresk watershed by
restricting development in the watershed area west of

Highway 267.
= Establishes a regional conservation stategy before 2594
approving any new development. Eant

This report includes the principles for creation of a bonafide conservation alternative at
pages 4-5, Recommendations for Land Use Design. Thees recommendations could
have been converted to a land use altemative for review In the RDEIR. A revised and
recirculated RDEIR should include a conservation allemative based on the

recommendations in the CBI Report.
B. The RDEIR Fails to Adequatoly Describo New Altamatives

The RDEIR fails to sdequately describe the alternatives. EIRs must provide information
in sufficient detail concerning alternatives to permit a reasonable choice insofar as
environmental aspects of the altematives are concerned.  Among the omizsions in the
descriptions of the alternatives ane the following:

1) The specific locations of development under the clustered Jand uge alternative. i
is not clear what specific land is intended for development under the clustered
alternative. A revised map should be prepared which clearly outlines the
acreage intended for development on each ownership. Without this information, 2535
i is not posgsible to determine whether the development will impact biological
resources (e.g. cresk commidors), be consistent with County policy conceming
avoidance of development on slopes in excess of 20% and the like.

2} Photo simulations or images of the proposed alternatives. The RDEIR concludes
that the clustared alternative would result in more severs visual impacts as a
result of the higher density of the clustered development than the proposed
project. Mo information or evidence is provided 1o support this conclusion. A
revised, recirculated RDEIR must include photo-simulations or other graphie
images of the alternatives and proposed dewvelopment design in order to support
the comparative analysis of visual and other related impacts. 1t is not a given
that high-density development is lass visually intrusive or attractive than low-
density development as the section would imply. Moreover, it is also essential o
this analysis that the specific location of new development be identified in revised
project descriptions and graphics.

3) Consistent, quantified information concarming total number of units and sguare
fontage of development for each altemative. This type of information is
inconsistent for 2ach altemative in the RDEIR. For example, there is no
information about the square footage of non-residential development under the
reduced intensily altermative. Both total residentialiresort units and the estimated
equare footage of these should be provided in order to support impact analysos
including for traffic and visual impacts,

5
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4) Quantified information coneeming the type and amount of water pollutants
generated by each alternative, Without this information, a comparison of
alternatives to one another is not possible.

5) Information cancerning the total number of units (resort and for satke) under each
alternative with projected purchaselrental/ovemight prices. This information must
be provided If Goal 1.B% is o be invoked as a reason for rejection of allernatives.
See RDEIR at 6.0-50. In addition, a comparison table should be included in a
revised RDEIR, which includes proposed housing under each attemative,
demand generated by 2ach for affordable employee housing, and the additional
affordable housing need generated by growth inducing effects (e.g. increased
demand for low paying service jobs as a result of growth in the region, atc.).
While some of this information iz provided in the discussion sections, it is not

ily compared, !

oaa 253-5

§) The biological values underlying each development area for each altemative. Cont.
The RDEIR contains statements such as: "The Reduced Intensity Alternative
would result in legs land disturbance from extensive develapment than the
Froposed Land Use Diagram {approximately 1,000 acres |less than the Proposed
Land Use Diagram at buildowt) that could suppornt identified speciakstatus plant
species habitat (Great Basin scrub, mixed coniferous forest, montane meadow,
and ruderal habitats), but would still have the potential to impact special-status
plant species ..." RDEIR at 6.0-35. A revised and recirculated RDEIR must
include maps identifying biological resources impacted by each development
footprint (including remadial grading areas, roads and other site disturbance
necessary to implement the projects) and must guantify the impacts of each
alternative on these resources. Vague comparsons without any analysis of the
land proposed for disturbance is insufficient to support the conclusions reached
in the RDEIR. Other conclusory staterments concerning impacts to bickogical
resources inchude, but are not imited to the following:

“Both the Reducad Intensity Attemative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potential
impacts to the Lahontan cutthroat trout, given that both land use options
have similar potential effects to Martis Creck and its tributaries.” RDEIR at
B.0-36.

"Both the Reduced Intensity Altemative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses would resuft in comparable impacts regarding petential
impacts to the mountain yellow-legged frog, given that both land use
options have similar potential effects to Martis Creek and 18 tnbutanes.”
RDEIR at £.0-36,

?e1g provide adequate land In & range of resicential densities to accommodate the housing
neads of & ncome groups expected o reside i the Martis Valiey. "
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“Both the: Lowest Intensity Alternative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding polential
impacts to the Lahontan cutthroat trout, given that both land use options
have similar potential effects to Martis Creek and its fributaries.” RDEIR at
6.0-46.

“Both the Lowast Intensity Aternative and the Proposed Land Usa 7535
Diagram tand uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potential

impacts to the mountain yellow-legged frog, given that both land use Cont.
options have similar potential effects o Martis Creak and s tnbutaries ™
RDEIR at 6.0-48,

Evidence and analysis to support these and other conclusory statements
throughout the RDEIR must be provided in a revized, recirculated RDEIR.

The omission of these key details, as well as other details of the new allernatives,
renders the impact analyses incomplete and inadequate and therefore makes an
informed choice between the altematives and the project impossible,

C. The RDER Fails to Provide Sufficient Information Necessary to
Support An Informed Compariaon of tho Alternativos

The RDEIR fails to provide sufficient information o compare the alternatives 1o one
anocther and fo the proposad preject. While Tables 6.0-1 and 6.0-3 provide some
informatfion comparing the proposed altermatives 1o the project, the RDEIR fails to
provide sufficient infermation to compare the altematives with one another for at least
e following reasons:

»  First, the RDEIR fails to provide sufficiant information about basic aspacts
of project alternatives (such as land coverage, locations and type of
development) to support an analysis of impacts,

= Second, the RDEIR fails to quanfify many of the impacts of each
alternafive (2.g. public safvice demand; pollutants generated by each 253-6
aﬁelrnam etc ) that would afllow the significance of each impact to be
evaluated.

=  Third, insufficient information is provided to compare each altemative to
other altematives.

For example, under Impact 4.2.1, Abandoned Mines and Tallings, all alternatives are
identified az "SUM." However, the column comparing sach alternative to the project
indicates that the alternatives vary in impact from greater or lesser significance when
compared to the project. Additional columns must be added to a revised table that: 1)
indicate how each alternative compares with each other alternative; and 2) provides
quantitative information about the impacts of each alternative for respective impacts
where feasible {2.9. total amount of water demand, wastewater demand, ete.).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Alermatively, this information must be provided in more detailed discussions in the
RDEIR text for each altemative.

Many of the discussions and conclusions confained in the RDEIR are not adequately
zupported by facts or evidence, but merely provide a conclusory staterment of impact.
For example.

“The Clustered Land Use Altemafive proposes a smaller land area for
disturbance and reduced development than the Propesed Land Use Diagram,
especially in the Northstar area where mining facilities have been identified.
Thus. this atternative would reduced [reduce] hazard impacts associated with
potantial abandoned mine sites.” RDEIR at6.0-21. 253-6
Cont
The absence of a graphic depicting where clustered development would be located,
coupled with a lack of information about mine sites, renders this a conclusory statement
without adequate supporting evidence. Additional analysis and information to support
tha document’s conclusions must be provided in a revised and recirculated RDEIR.

Another example is as follows:

“Both the Clustered Land Use Altermative and the Propesed Land Use Diagram
land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potential exposure to
hazardous material comamination given that their mix of land uses are similar.”
ROEIR at 5.0-21.

Again, this statement lacks evidence and data to support the conclusion. A revised and
recirculated RDEIR must include at least some quantification of these comparable
impacts to support the conclusions reached.

The ahove examples typify tha conclusory stataments, lack of analysis and evidence fo
support conclusions throughout the RDEIR.® A careful review should be given to the
document and revisions made accordingty to fill in the necessary evidence and analysis
required by law.

D. The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Consistency of
Altarnatives with the County's General Plan and Other Applicable
Policies ——

Table B indicates that the Proposed Land Use Diagram and all of the altermatives would

result in significant impacts unless miigated with respect to consistency with refevant

land use planning documents. Meither Table B, nor the respective RDEIR discussions
concemning consistency with plans and policies provide sufiicient information about
potential conflicts between the alternatives and current County policies. Nor do the
discussions identify the mitigation measures necessary to reconcile such conflicts.

’_Dlhar eonciusary Impact stalements unsupported by adequate evidense and analysis inchude, but are
ot Bmited o the following: 451, 464 471-T, 482 453 493, 454 495 495 497, 498,

401 411113, 41141, 41215 440,431,433, 452 481, 4.7.1-7, 4824 4.8.3-1Z ameng
others for all altemstives.

8
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Additional information is essential concerming projectatemative consistency with
applicable plans, poficies and regulations.

A revised RDEIR should include a detailed "plan/policy” consistency matrix for each E_E;t?
alternative. In the absence of this information, an informed decision cannot be made :
about which is the superior altemative. Morecver, the Board cannot legally approve a
project or project altemative that is not consistent with applicable plans and policies.

E. The RDEIR Suggests Improper Reasons for Rejoction of
Environmentally Superior and Feasible Alternatives

The Califomia Environmental Quality Act contains a “substantive mandate” that public
agencies deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures can substantially lessen those effects. Cilizens for
Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (3d Dist. 1988)198 Cal.App.3d 433, 440-441. In
this respect, CEQA “trumpe” the Beard resclution initiating the Martis Valley Community
Plan update and limiting the scope of the update with respect to alternative land uses.
Said another way, reliance on the Board resolution is insufficient reason to reject an
anvironmentally superior alternative or mitigation measura to the 1575 land use plan.

The RDEIR sets up the rejection of each new altemnative because they "may” not
conform with Board direction at the oulset of the planning process — direction that called
for the land uses proposed for the Valley in 1975 to remain intact. The Beard direction
given at the outset of the process dees not supercede CEQA's requirement that a
reasonable range of aliemnatives be analyzed and the environmentally superior project 253-8
alternative be adopted. Thus, this rafionate for rejecting environmentally superior
alternatives would be improper under CEQA

If atematives are recommended for rejection, evidence must be provided that
documents their Tinfeasibility” as defined by CEQA.  Such evidence must include
reasons why the alternatives were incapable of "being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking info account eccnomic,
environmental, secial, and technological factors.” Public Resources Code saction
21061.1; CEQA definition of “feasibls.”

The: section also sets up rejection of a number of environmentally superior attematives
hecause they are potentially “less than adeguate fo meet Goal 1.8 of the proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan, which states:

To provide adequate land in a range of residential densities to accommodate the
housing neads of all incorme groups expected to reside in the Martis Valley.”
RDEIR at 5.0-50.

Mo analysis is provided comparing the proposed project and the varous alternatives
with thiz Goal. Noris Goal 1.B adequately dafined to guide a meaningful discussion of
project/alternative consistancy. This information must be provided along with
information conceming the amount of new empioyee housing demand generated by
each altemative and the proposed project. In all likelihood, the lowest densityfintensity
altematives would be superior to the proposed project because they will result in fess of

9
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i afiardable housing when compared to the proposed project (less
:2$§]$rﬁ employees and ‘.‘r?aminm additional affordable employee ]':_nq.lsmg]l.
Eurtharmora, oven though the proposed project proposes a range of densities, thess
densities do not ensure a range of housing prices. Housing and resort “price 2
information must alse be provided for the proposed project and alternatives in a ravized
analysis if this Goal is to be relisd upon 1o reject any altematives.

. Concluding Comments

In light of the deficiencies in the RDEIR, the organizations msgedhnlty requast that the
Guimty revise and recirculate an adequate amalysis of allematives '_Ear development of
the Martis Vallay area prior to further consideration of the Community Plan Update. As
part of the process of developing a legally adequate EIR for the Flan, we encourage the
County:

1) to convene a regional discussion focused on appropriate and acceptable
atternatives for the future development of the Martis Valley,

2) to consider a future for Martis Valley that is not predicated on the outdated
existing general plan; and ) .

3) ‘o withhold approval of piecemeal development in Martis Valley until a
legally adequate Community Plan is adopted.

ain we appreciate the apporiunity to commernt on meIHI:IEER and request that the
ffmng pgriuns be kept informed of this and other prejects in Eastern Placer County:

Rachel Hooper

Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger
356 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 84102

Thomas Mooers
Executive Director
Sierra Watch

A09 Spring Street
Nevada City, CA 25059

Sircerely,

N /77078 Wil =

Termall Watt, AICP

10
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Attachmenis:
A — Natural Community Conservation Planning Agraement by and among the County of
Placer, the California Dept. of Fish and Game, the USPWS and the Mational Marine

Fizheries Service
8 - Conservation Planning Principles, Martis Valley Community Planning Area

Gt
USFWS

BFG

Regional Water Quality Control Boand, Lahentan Region
EPA

Truckee River Watershed Council

Nevada County Board of Supervisors

Town of Truckes

California Resources Agency
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Natural Community Conservation
Planning Agreement

by and among

the County of Placer,
the California Department of Fish and Game,
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the National Marine Fisheries Service

regarding the

Placer Legacy Open Space and
Agricultural Conservation Program

October 5, 2001
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Placer Legacy Open Space and
Agricultural Conservation Program
Planning Agreement

Thiz natural community consstvation planning agreemert (“Agreement”) is
ettered into as of the Effective Date by and among the County of Placer {(“County”), the
California Department of Fish and Game (“DFG”) the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (“USFWS™), and the National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS"). These
entities may be refirred to collectively as “Parties” and each individually as a "Party.”
The DFG, the USFWS and the NMFS may be referred to collectively as “Wildlife

Agencies.”

This Agreement comcerns the development of joint conservation plans under the
California Matural Community Conservation Planning Act (“NCCPA™) and the foderal
Endangered Species Act “FESA™} for the Placer Legacy Open Space and Apricultural
Conservation Program (“Placer Legacy Program™).

1 BACKGROUND

1.1  The Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program.

The Placer Legacy Program is an innovative and nationally significant endeavor initiated
by the County o5 a basis o realize s objective of comprehensive planning for
preservation of hiolagical resources, agricultural lands, and open space, and to serve s a
mode] for future eodenvors by similar communities in the United States,

1.1.1 Program inecption In 1994, the County adopied a new General Plan, which
contains policies to preserve open space, sgriculture and natural reseurces. In
December 1997, the Placer County Board of Supzrvisors {“Board™) ditected the
County Planning Director to initiate a program that would provide for long-term
preservation of open space in Placer County. On April 20, 1998, the Board
formed a citizens advisory commiites and initiated an open space implementation
program in accordance with specified poals, elements, and measures of success,
This program hecame the Placer Legacy Program

1.1.2  The Placer County General Plan The County has undertaken the Placer Legacy
Program as 2 means to implement the policies of the County’s 1924 General Plan.
Many of these policies reflect the County's desire 1o maintain the amenities that
comtribute to the high quality of life for the eitizens of the County and 1o ensure
balance bebween snvironmental quality, growth, and economic development. The
1904 Ceneral Plan is the foundation of the Placer Legacy Program

1.1.3 Geak and principles The Goal Statement of the Placer Legacy Program is as
follows:

Flacer Coumty has been Blegsed with extensive and diverse motural resources;
woodlands, forests, grasslends, riparian areas, lakes, rivers and an assortment of
oper spaces. It is the goal of (the Placer Legacy Program] to develop specific,
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economicaily viable implementation programs whick will enable the residents of
Placer County fo preserve a sufficient quantity of these resources fo maintain o
high quality of life and an abundance of diverse natural habitats while supporting
the economic viahility of the County and entancing property values, The (Flacer
Legacy Progrom] will further the various open space and notural resowrce goals
of the Placer County General Plan and associated General Plans of the six citles

in Placer Courty,

1.1.3.1 Specific objectives The specific objectives of the Placer Legacy Program are

o
< Maintain a viable sgricultural segment of the econonmy;

% Conscrve matural features necessary for access to a variety of outdoor
recrzation opporinmities;

Retain importam seenic and historic areas;

Preserve the diversity of plant and animal communitizs;

Protect endanpered and other special status plant and animal species;
Separate urban areas into distinet communities; and

Ensure public safity.

1133 Guiding principles  The County hes adopted the following principles for
implementation of the Placer Legacy Program:

1.1.3.21 Placer County General Plan Amendment of the County General Plan Land
Use Diagram is not part of the Placer Legacy Program unless requested by a
landowner and approved by the Board.

1.1.32.2 Zoning Amendment of the County Zonmag Maps i5 not part of the Placer
Legacy Program unless requested by 2 landowner and approved by the Board.

& b & S &

1.1.3.23 Existing land use regalations The Placer Legacy Program will be developed
within the context of the existing locul, State apd Federal megulatory
enviroament. relying upon existing statutes and County General Plan policies
for implementation.  Furthermore, the Program will remain consistent with
applicable local, State and Federal regulations as they are amended over time
or as new regulations are adepted, independent of the Placer Lagacy Propram.

1.13.2.4 Willing sellers and willing buyers The Flacer Legacy Propram will idestify
and work with willing sellers and willing buyers. A cors interest of the
program is to emable the County 10 make fself a willing buyer 1o persons
wishing to sell interests in lands having valve for conservation purposes. No
property owner will be coerced or forced 1o sell any rights to their property,

Otnter 3, 3001 3
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ner will condemnation proccedings be used to implement the program, unless
requested by the landowner.

1.1.ALS Land use compatibility For all acquisitions sssociated with the Placer
Legacy Program, any subsequent changes in land use resulting from the
acquisition activity will be compatible with adjoining land uses, as determined
by the decisipn-making body.

1.13.2.6 Scope of governmental imterest o jts implememtation of the program
objectives, the Placer Lepacy Program will sirive to minimize the level of
governmental intervention in private land management decisions.

1.2 Placer Legacy Program development The process used to develop the Plager
Legacy Program has incorporated independent scientific input and analysis and
included extensive public participation, with many opportunities for comment fom
the general public, as well as solicited advice Fom key groups of stakeholders. To
assist m the development of the Placer Legacy Program, the County formed three
working groups: 1} a Citizens Advisory Committes; 27 an Imteragency Working
Croups and 3} a Seientific Working Growp. The County alsn eoliaborated with
non-profit buzsiness association, the Sierra Business Council,

L1 Citizens Advisory Committee The Citizens Advisory Committee was compossd
of stakehelders from environmental, building, business, ranching and farming
interests, as well as a number of vnaffiliated concerned citizens. The Citizens
Advisory Committee cerved several purpages. It provided = public forum for
discussion of the Placer Legacy Program and public owtreach through members”
comtacts with key constituencies, and it advised the Board regarding Placer
Lepacy Program matters. The fall Citizens Advisory Committes met momthly for
epproximately cighteen months. [t also convened variens subcommittees to
acdress specific issues that arase during the development of the program.

.12 lateragency Working Group The Interagency Working Group included, AmOhE
other public agencies, the Coumty, DFG, USFWS, NMFS, the United States
Forest Service, the Purean of Land Maragement, the Placer Couenty Water
Ageney, and the incorporated cities in Placer County, The Interagency Working
CGroup met approsimately every three to four months during the development of
the Placer Lepacy Program. The Interagency Working Group's primary role was
to advise the County regarding the requirements of State and Federal laws =6 the
County could take those requirements into sccount in development of the Placer
Legacy Program. Agency stafTalso participated in subcommittes meetings of the
Citirens Advisory Committee, helping to explain State and Federal kw and to
asgist in establishing objectives for protecting natural commumities in Placer

County.
123 Scientific Working Group The Scientific Waorking Group was composed of

independent scientists tepresenting a range of disciplines, including peography,
conservation bielogy, aquatic resources and terrestrial ecology. Its rok was 1o

Fwmnbuee & S0mE

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-1315



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

1.2.4

1.2.5

HWAY.D2'2003 14:12 #0339 p.021/053

guide the collection and analysis of biological and other data, and 1o enswre that
the Placer Legacy Program i founded on sound conservation ology principles.
The Scientific Working Group met five times and consubted informally with the
County throughout the development of the program.

Sierra Business Council The Sierra Busivess Council is a non-profit business
association based n Truckes, Cahformia, whose goal is to secure the long term
eeonomic and envirormmental health of the twelve-gounty Sierra Mevada region. It
provided. and continues to provide, assistance in Flacer Legacy Program
development, coordination, fundraising and public participation.  During
development of the program, the Siera Business Council arranged public
workshops with the Board and the Citizens Advisory Committee, prepared and
distributed 2 Placer Legacy newsletter and, with the Coumy, compiled a
distribution list of 8,000 imierested Placer Coumty residentz for documents
pertaining to the Placer Legacy Program. The County and the Sxrra Business
Council also spensored public forums to discuss open space protection and land
LSE IS5UCS,

Placer Legncy Program natoral community conservation plan/habita
comservation plan Guidelines Based on input and analysis from the Scientific
Working Group the Citizens Advisory Committee and the public, the County
identified the following guidelines for preparation of joint matural community
conservation planshabital conservation plams.  These guidelines have besn
incorporated into the Placer Lepacy Program’s implementation documents, the
Placer Legacy Program Summary Report, dated June 2000, and the Placer Legacy
Program Implementstion Report, dated June 2000. And the County has used
tese documents and the guidelipes therein w puide its implementation of the
Flacer Legacy Program.  The Parties recognize that the Guidelines way be
modified during the development of the NCCP/HCPs to fulfill the requirzments of
State and Federal law.

L2251 Best svailable scientific informatien The NCCPHCPs will be based on the

best available scientific information. The NCCP/HCPs will:

& he based on principles of comservation biology, communily ecology.
landscape  ecology, individual species’ ecology, and other scientific
knowledge and though,

4 be hased en thorough surveys of all species of Federal State and local
concern on lands dedicated to conservation or mitigation and other lands
whers covered activities will oecur;

& he reviewed by well-qualified, independent scientisis;
4 idemtify and designate biologically sersitive habitat arcas for preservation;

< determme the extent of impaets to species Fom incidental take caused by
develpment and other covered activities;

Qerpher % 2001 4
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& require monitoring of target species on developed, mutigation and other
preserved lands for the duration of each NCCP/HCP; and

< seek to contribute to the recovery, mot just the maintenence, of Covered
Species.
1.2.52 Open and transparent process The NCCP/HCPs wil] be prepared in 2n open

and transparent process, with input from all concerned citizens,. The process
uged 1o prepare the NCCRHCPs will:

< provide for thoroegh public review and comment;

2 inchude a citizen working group thet will review the plan at every stage of
development; and

% require that negotiations with applicable agencizs be condncted in an open
MANCT.

1.2.53 Essential elements The NCCPHCPs will include the following elements:

< moniloring amd review of plan objectives and milestones at defined
imtervals to assure that they are being met, including the jdentification of 2
process to suspend, modify, or revoke permits if there i= not sufficiem
compliance with the agreed wpon objectives;

¢ adequate fonding sourses identified up front for habital preservation and
species recovery goals, based on realistic estimates of future Jand vahie for
the life of the permits:

# adequate funding for menitoring to determine that plan goals are actually
being met;

< adaptive management and periodic review, with sufficient funding to
support chenges i take activity and mitigation required to meet the plan's
goals;

% acquisition of required mitigation lands before development procesds: and
% performance standards for contributing to species recovery,

1.2 Complinnee with the Califormin Endangered Species Act and the Federal
Epdangered Species Aet  Placer County contains valuable biological resourees,
inchiding native species of wildlife and their habitat. Among the species in the
County are certain species that are protected, or may be protected in the Future,
under the California Endangered Species Act (“CESA™), FESA the California
MNative Plamt Protection Act (“NPPA™), or cther Stale or Federal laws protecting
wildlife, such as Fish and Game Code seetions 3511, 4700, 5050 and 5515, Foture
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development and other activities within Placer County will likely require
complinee with one or more of these taws.

{4 The Framework Agreement The Parties and other public agencies have sntered
into the “Framework Agreement regarding the Planning, Development  and
Implementation of the Placer Legacy Program” (“Framework Agreement”),
which establiched a framework for cooperation and collaboration among Federal
and State agencies and local povernments in the development and implementation
a¥the Placer Legacy Program relevant to their raspective regulaiory authorities and
responsibilitics. The Framework Agreement did not establish a new process for the
Plicer Lepacy Program.  Rather, i describes opportunities for partnership and
collaboration emong the County, cities in Placer County. the Placer Connty Water
Agency and State and Federal regulatory and land management agencies in the
development of the Placer Legacy Program as it relates to each agency's own
mandate.

L5 Conservation planning process and compliance with the Nataral Community
Conservation Planming Aet  The Parties now wish to memorialize thew
commitment to prepare, of assist in the preparation of, one or more conservation
plans for Placer County that felfil? the requirements of FESA. CESA. the NPFA,
and the NCCPA. and 1o initiate a process for that purpose. The County intends that
the conservation plans and the process used to prepare them will be consistent with
the County’s 1994 General Plan and the goals, objectives and principles of the
Placer Legacy Program, sz described above. to the greatest exient consistent with
thess State and Federal laws.

Z FPURPOSE .

The purpose of this Agreement, consistent with Section 2510 of the Fish and Game Code,
is 10 define the Parties’ goals and obligations with regard to the development of one or
more conservation plans for Placer County. The Parties imend that each conservation
plan will fulfill jeintly the requirements for a notural community conservation plan under
the NCCPA and a habitat conservation plan under FESA. The Parties further imtend that
e jont natural community conservation plans/habitat conservation  plans
(“NCCP/HCPs™) will be developed sequentially, in three phases, beginning, with the
western portion of Placer County. And the Parties intend that each NCCFHCF:

& will be independently wiable and will pot depend on the development or
implementation of any other NCCP/HCP;

% will be developed in 3 manner that assures seientific integrity with the other
NCCPHCEs:

o will be developed with full consideration of individuel species veeds that may
extend bevond the NCCP/HCP's geographic scope: and
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& will be developed to complement the Placer Legacy Program to the grestest extent
consisient with FESA, CESA, the NPPA and the NCCFA.

3 DEFINITIONS
The following terms as used in this Agreememt will have th= meanings s=t forth below:

31 ‘The Board means the Placer County Board of Supervisors.

32 CEQA mecans the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resowrces Code
section 21000, et seq.

11 CESA means the California Endangered Species Act, Fish and Game Code section
2050, et seq.

34 The County means the government of the County of Placer.

Covered Activities means the activitice that will be idemtified and addressed in one
or more NCCP/HCPs and for whick the Courty or a Participating Agency will seek
an NCCPA authorization as contemplated in Fish and Game Code section 2835 and
an incidental take permit pursnamt to Section 10 of FESA. Covered Activities may
include Development Activities, farming, ranching or other agriculteral activities,
actions undertaken te restore or cohance wildlife habitat, and fire prevention

activities.
16 ©Coversd Lands mcans the lands within each Planning Subarea upon which the

FESA incidental take permit or NCCFA take authorization authorizes the incilental
take of the Covered Species and the Jands to which the NCCP/HCPs conservation

and mitigation measures apply.

1.7 Covered Species means the species that will be addressed in one or more
NOCPMHCP: in 2 manner sufficient to meet all the criteria for issuing an incidental
take permit under Section 10 of FESA and an NCCPA take authorization under

Fish and Game Code szction 2835,

in

3.8 Critical Habitat mecans those areas that USFWS or NMFS designated or will
desigmate as critical habitat for a threatened or endangered species in a final rule
adopted purseant to Section 4 of FESA.

3.9  The DF; means the California Department of Fish and Game.

3.10 Development Activities means ground-disturbing activities authorized or carried
out by the County or Partisipating Agencies. Development Activities include all
activities associated with the development or improvement of land, but do not
inclode farming, ranching or other agricultural actwvities, or actions updertaken to
restore or enhance wildlife habitat. Development Activities constitute the largest
clnse of activities included within the Covered Activities. The scope and rangs of
Development Activities included within the Covered Activities will be specified in

the NCCP/HCPs
Firtndue 5 35HF1 : ?
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FESA means the Federal Endangered Species Act, title 16, 11.5.C_A. section 1530,
¢t seq.

Habitat Conservation Plan means a plan prepared pursuent o Section 10 of
FESA.

Interim Projects means projects, actions, and activities proposed or implemented
within a Planning Area during preparation of the corresponding NCCP/HCP.

NEFA means the National Environmental Policy Act, title 42 U.5.C_A.. section
4321, et seq.

WMFS means the MNatwomal Marine Fisheries Service.

NCCP/HCF means a joimt natwral community conservation plan and habitat
conservation plan prepared under this Agresment.

MNatural community conservation plan means a plan preparsd pursant to the
Natral Community Conservation Planning Act.

Natoral Community Conservation Planning Act or NCCPA means California
Fizh and Game Code section 2805, ot seq.

3.19 Parficipating Agencies means the ciies, State agencies, and other public agencies,
other than the County, that agrec to posticipate in the developmeni amd
implementation of coe or more NCCPHCPs, as provided in Section 4.2,

320 Placer County means the arca within the geographic boundaries of the County of
Placer. -

3.21 Planning Region means ihe area comprised collectively by the three phased
NCCF/HCPs.

3.22 Planning Area means an area comprised by one of the phased NCCP/HCPs.

3122 Target Species means specics that collectively will serve as indicators of the health
of the natural communities that are the focus of each NCCP/HCP. Targst Specics
may include species listed under CESA or FESA

3.24 The USFWSE means the United States Fish and Wildlife Servies,

3.25 Wildlife means wild animals and plams.

3.26 Wildlife Agencies means, collectively, the DFG, USFWS and NMES,

Jotnber 52000 E
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4 PLANNING REGION, PLANNING AREAS, COVERED LANDE, AND
PARTICIFATING AGENCIES

j rised by the NCCP/HCPs (“Planning Region™) i ?hc"‘-". County.
Twh:hi?tf:: ?la?m::;i inﬂ-.gimﬁhc Parties ﬂn‘licipat&l1hat three independently viable ar::jl
ceologically linked NCCP/HCPs will be completed in three phases. T}': T:J'e-n_s cc-;;:p-ns d
by each of the three phased NCCP/HCPs are referred to herein as “Planning hen::n!:i
The Planning Areas are depicted in Exhibit 1, Each NCCPHCP wll:i- delineate 1 ; I3
within its Planning Arcs that will be covered by the NCCPHCF {med Lgmc:s "
The County may extend the Covered Lands within one or more Planning Areas 1o me de
specific incorporated portions of Placer County or Jands owned by public agencies, as
provided in Section 4.4

4] Plaoping Areas The Planning Arcas are derived from the Placer Legacy Program
development process and reflect administrafive boundaries, as well as ecolegical
considerations.

41.1 Western Placer County-Phase 1 An NCCP{HCI’ for the wﬂw Placer Ca_unt}:
Plnping Area, as depicted in Exbibit 1, will be prepared in Phase 1. This
WNCCPHCP will focus poimarily oa vernal pnq& grasslarsds, va]l_e:r foothill
riparian habitat, oak weoodland, salmomnid habﬁat in the streams and n the Bear
River, and species associated with these habitat types.

; ierra MNevada Foothills-East Side Sierra Nevada-Phase 2 An NCC'PII—{{JP for
s ﬁ: Sierra Nevada Footbills-Eas Side Sierra Nevada P]m‘l-lng Area, az depmted m
Exhibit 1, will be prepared in Phase 2. This NCCP/HCE will foces primarily om
fnothill oak woodlands, foothill riparian habitat, montane wadcrws, cl?mﬁemus
surests. stream habitat, hardwood habitat, and species associated with these

habitat (rpes

1.3 Sierra Nevada-Phase 3 An NOCPHCP for the Siemma NE"mia Planning fm:a. 28
o d:;im-ed 3n Exhibit 1, will be prepared in Phase 3. Thﬁ.NﬁUFﬁ:lCP will focus
srimarily om rivers, wet meadows, moniane riparian habitat, coniferons foresis,

Sardwood Tabitat, and species associated with these habitat fypes.

i i ncies Some or all of the cities in Placer County, and certain

e ;’m':.:;m:;;i :f:ucil:s wilh land in Placer Coumnty, mta}'wi‘lsh to be i:ri‘l:'!ud:d n one

or more NOCCPHCPs. The Parties agree that ﬂ.e inclusion of cities and other

public apencies is desirable and will result in better, more comprehensive

NCCP/HCPs, Each Participating Agency may submi its own applications for

FESA incidental take permils and an MCOCPA take suthorization based on the
MCCPHCE, onee it is approved.

421 Addition of Participating Agencies Any w,mgmma_d city Iwu‘hm Plager County
may inchude some or all of the land within its jurisdiction o an N?!_JP-"H(_?P by
submitting 2 written request to the County and committing 1o participate in the
interim project review process described in Section 7. Upon reaching agreement

9
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with the County regarding terms and detalls of participation (e.g., cost-sharing,
data-sharing, coordination with existing planning cfforts, staff participation),
consistent with this Agreement, the County will include the city within the
NCCPHCP's proposed Covered Lands and the city will thereby become a
Participating Agency. Any Stats or local agency within Placer County may
become a Participating Ageney in the same manner.

43 Subarea Plans The County, or one or more Participating Agencies in
collaboration with the County, may cleet to develop discrete NOCP/HCP
eomponents for discrete arcas within a Plhnning Area ("Planning Subareas™. A
Planning Subarea may be defined by administrative boundaries, such s the
incorporated aren within a city, of by ownership. such as the land owned by a local
agency. A discrete NCCP/HCP component thst addressss a Planming  Subarza
("Subares Plan™) may contain conservation measures tailored 1o the individual
characteristics of the Planning Subarea and the Covered Activities that may pecur
there.  However, all Subarea Plans must be prepared in accordance with this
Agreement and must conform with and complement the NCCPHCP of which they
are & component 1o be regarded as part of the NCCP/HCE for purposes of meeting
applicable State and Federal legal requirements.

3 BREGULATORY GOALS

The County intends that the NCCP/HCPs will allow for development and growih
compatible with the Placer Legacy Program’s fundamenial goals and consistent with
State and Federal regulatory requirements. By agrecing to assume responsibility for
development of the NCCPAHCPs, and committing staff and financial resources for that
purpose, the County intends for the NCCP/HCPs to vield numerons benefits in addition
o natural resource conservation, inchiding greater regulatory efficiensy, streamlining and
certainty.

§1 Consisteney with the Placer Legacy Program  The Parties recopnize that the
County imends the Placer Legacy Program to provide the Samework for
compliance with FESA, CESA and the NCCPA and agree that the NCCP/HCPs
will. as much as possible, be based on the program, consistent with applicable State
and Federal laws and regulations. The Partiss recognize alse that the Placer Legacy
Program as developed so far is not itself sufficient to flfll all State and Federal
regulatery requirements that may apply to Covered Activities. The Partics
therefore expect the NCCPHCPs to contain additional measurss, slandards or
requirements that complement and in some cases may vary from existing Placer
Legacy Program documents. Specifically, this Agreement does not reflect a
determination by the Wildlife Agencies that the Placer Legacy Program goals,
principles and objectives deseribed in Section 1 fully define or Ul State and
Federal legal requirements that may apply 1o Covered Activities.

52 Covered activities  The Parties intemd that the NCCPHCPs will mest the
requirements of Section 10 of the FESA and Section 2835 of the NCCPA and will
result in the USFWS', NMFS’ issvance of incidental take permits and DFG's
issuance of a take authorization 1o the Courty and Participating Agencies, which

Oectober 5. 23001
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toesther will allow Covered Activities, including Development Activities, in Placer

County 1o he carried out m compliance with CESA, the NCCPA and FESA.

53 Covered species The NCCP/HCPs, at a minimum, will address the impacts of
1aking endangered species, threatened species and candidate species under FESA or
CESA likely 1o result flom Covered Activities in Placer County.  All currently
listed speciss that occur in Placer County are intended to be species covered by the
MOCPHCPs, or “Covered Species.” The County may alse clect to address
pdditional species m the NCCP/HCP and to seek their inclusion as Covered
Species. The purpese of addressing any additional species will be to help ensure
that such species do not become listed as threatened or endangered species under
FESA or CESA and, if listed, to avend the need to develop new and different
measures or restrictions to fulfill the requirements of FESA, CESA and the
MOCCPA. The Parties agree that the goal of addressing any addiional species in the
NCCPHCPs will be to include, at a mininmum, conservation measures sufficient, in
the event the species is listed, to enable the USFWS and the NMFS t issue
incidental take permits, and the DFG 1o permit the take of the species, as
comtemplated by the NCOCPA, for Covered Activitics that are likely to take the
specics.

54 Programmatic Streambed Alteration Agreement The County and the DFG

intend that each NOCP/HCP will provide the basiz for comprehensive comphiance

with Sections 1601 and 1603 of the Fish and Game Code. Specifically, each

MCCP/HCF will serve 25 3 programmalic streambed alteration agreement for

Coversd Activities,

Seetion 7 of FESA To the extent appropriate and allowed under law, the Parties

intend that the mitigation and minimization measures included in the NCCP/HCPs,

pnze approved by the USFWS or NMFS and included as a condition of incidental
take permits to the County and Participating Ageneies, will be incorporated inte
future Section 7 consultatxns between the USEWS or NMFS and the United States

Army Corps of Engineers, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, or other

applicable Federal agencies regarding Covered Activities that may adversely affect

species or habitst covered by the NCCP/HCPs.

o
in

56 Assurances The Parties intend that the USFWS and NMFS will provide regulatory
assurances pursuant to each agency’s statutory authority wpon issuamce of
weidental take permits to the County and Participating Agencies. Specifically, the
Parties intend that if the NCCP/HCPs mest the eriteria for isuance of an meidental
take permit under Section 10 of FESA, the County and Participating Agercies will
rocerve the acsvrances under the “mo surprizes” reguiuli:ons of the United States
Depariment of the Interior at 50 C.F.R. 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5) and the United
States Department of Commerce at 50 CFR. 222,102 and 222.307 for all species
adegquately covered under the NCCP/HCPs, upon approval of each NCCF/HCP and
isamance of incidemal take permits to the County and Participating Agencies, and
for 50 long as the NCCP/HCP is being properly implemented. Pursuant te such
regulation the USFWS and NMFS will not require ihe commitment of additinal
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land, water or other patural resources beyond the level agreed to in an spproved
NCCP/HCP and imcidental take permit, with respect to Covered Activities under
ths NCCPYHCE, without the consent of the permiftes.  In addition, the Parties
intend that if the NCCP/HCPs meet eriteria sufficient for the DFG to authorize
incidental take by the County and Participating Agencies as contemplated by the
NCCPA, the DFG will provide regulatory assurances consistent with its statutory
authority upon approval of the NCCP/HCP: and authorization of ineidental take
consistent with the NCCPHCPs.

57 Critical habitat The Partizs intend that each NCCP/HCP will provide adeguately
for the manzpement and protection of the habitat of the Covered Species.
Specifually, the Parties intend that each NCCPHCP will provide for the “special
management considerations or protection,” within the meaning of Section 3(5)(A)
of FESA, for the essential hahitat of the Coversd Species within each Planming
Subarea. :

f CONSERVATION PLANNING PROCESS AND GUIDELINES

The Parties intend that this Agreement will fulfill NCCPA requirements pertaining to
planning agreements and will establish a mutually agrecable process for the Coumty’s
preparation of the NCCP/HCPs that falfills the requirements of the NCCPA and FESA
The Partics recognize, however, that the County intends the NCCP/EICPs to be a part of
the Placer Legacy Program and that the process to prepare the NOCPHCPs will b= an
extension of the process used to develop the program.

6.1 NCCFA phoning requirements The NCCPA incledes requirements and
recommendations pertaining specifically to planning agreements and the process
usec] 16 develop mivral community conservation plans,

$.1.1 Planning agreements The NCCPA generally reget 23 that plansing agreements
for natural community conservation plans establish a process for the collection of
data, information and independent scientific input. independent scientific analysis,
apd the desipnation of independent seientists 1o propese conservation criteria or
puidelines.  (Fish & G. Code, §2811(a)) In addition, the DFG's 1998 MNaruref
Community Conservation Planning  General Process  Guidelines ("NCCP
Guidelings™) identify certam specific requirements,  The NCCP Guidelines state
that planning agreements for natural community conservation plans:

< must identify those naturel communities, and the endangered, threatensd,
proposed, candidate, or other species known, ot reasonably expected to be
found in those communities, which will be the foous of the plan:

< should establish a process for the idemification of targen species, which may
melude listed specizs, and which will collectively serve as indicators of the
natural communitics which are the focus of the plan;
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< must establish a process for the collection of data, information. and
independent input necessary to meet scismifically sound principles for the
conservation of species covered in the plan;

% must establish a process for public pamicipation throughout plan development
and review;

% must establish an interim process {during plan development) for project
review, wherein projects which potentially confliet with goals of the plan are
discussed with the DFG prior to formal processing by the jurisdiction: and

% must provide that drafl documents associated with a natural community
conservition plan will be available for public review and comment for a1 Jeast
45 days prior to adoption. This review pertod mey run copourrent with the
review period provided for the [Califorma Emvironmental Quality Act]
document associaled with the natural community conservation plan.  This
requirement is not intended to limit the discretion of a city or county to revise
any draft documents a1 2 public hearing.

6.1.2 FPlanning process The NCCPA requires the DFG to establish a process for public
participation throughoul plan development and review to ensuze that interested
persons have an adequaie opportunity to provide input regarding the preparation
of matural community conservation plans. The NCCPA's specific requircments
megarding the public participation proeess are deseribed below., The NCCPA
public participation objectives may be achieved through public working groups,
advisory committees or public workshops, (Fish & G. Code, $2815(a).)

6.12.1 Public review prior to adoption Draft natusal community conservation
planning documents proposed for adoption must be made availabls for public
review and comment for & minimum of 45 days, and muost ke made available of
least ten working days before any public hearing reparding the documents. (Fish
& G. Code, §2815(a)1))

6.1.2.2 Availability of public review drafts Public review draft plans, memoranda of
understanding. maps, conservation guidelines, species coverage lists and other
phnning documents must be made available for public review in a reasonable
and timely manner. (Fish & G, Code, §2815(a)}2).)

6.1.2.3 Public hearings Tublic bearings regarding natural community corservation
plan development must complement or be integrated with other public hearings
required by law. (Fish & G. Code, §2815(a)(3))

6.1.2.4 Outreach The public participation process must incleds an outreach program to
provide access to information for persons interested in the plm, with an
emphasis on obtaining input fom a balanced variety of public and private
interests including State and local povernments, landowners, comservation
organizations and the general public. (Fish & G. Code, §2815(a)(4).)
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FESA planning requirements FESA requires a mindimitm 30-day public comment
period for all draft habitat conservation plans. (16 ULS.C.A., §1539(c); 50 CF.R.
Part 17 and Part 222) However, the USFWSE and the NMFS customarily allow for
auiblic cornment perinds of 60 days, 80 days, or sven longer. depending on the scale
and complexity of individual habiiat conservation plans., Further, the issuance of
incidental 1ake permits by the USFWS and NMFS are Federal actions subject to the
requirements of NEPA, which similarly requires o minimum 45 to 60 day public
review period for all major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment.  For larpe-scale, regiomal, or exceptionaily complex habitat
conservation plans, the USFWS and the NMFS cncowrage plan preparers 1o use
informational meetings and external review teams. And it i= the policy of the
UUSFWS and NMFS to allow a minirmam ®0-day public eomment peried for such
habitat conservation plans, unless there is sipnificant publie participation during
their development.

NCCPMHCE preparation The Parttes agree that the process used to develop the
Placer Legacy Program has included significant public  participation  and
independent scientific input and analyriz, and that the Placer Lepacy Program
MNCCP/HCP Guidelines, as described in Section 1.2.5 provide a strong basis to
develop the NCCP/HCPs. To provide finther opportunities consistert with the
requirements of the NOCPA for public participation and independent scientific
input and analysis, to assist in implementing the Placer Lepacy Program
WCCPHCP Guidelines, and to fulfill the requirements of the NCCPA and FESA.
the Parties agree that the following principles will govern preparation of the
NCCP/HCPs.

County responsibility The County will have primary responsibility for preparing
the NCCP/HCPs as the plan lead apeney and will coordinate participation fom
each Party. The Parties will confer and collaborate with the Cour*v to ensure that
the NCCPHCPs are biolopically sound and in compliance with state and Fedesal
law, The Parties agree to an ongoing exchange of information and expertise as
necessary to achieve the goals of the NCCP/HCPs and to comply with State and
Federal laws and regulations.

Public participation The Parties intend that the fina] NOCPHOPe will be
mformed and shaped by public input, specifically including inpumt from residents
and landowners in Placer County, The County agrees to provide for public
participation in the process of preparing the NCCP/HCPs in the following ways,

1 Stakcholder Working Grovp The County will convene a Stakeholder
Working Group to represent 2 broad range of stakeholder interests during the
preparation of the NCCP/HCPs, The County, in consultation with the other
Parties, will zppoint the group, which will include representation from
appropriste  stakeholder  interests, such as  environmental crganizations,
developers, landowmers, agriculturaliste, timber interests. educators, and
representatives from the Scientific Advisory Team, as described below in
Section 6.3.3. Members of the Stakeholder Working Group need not be trained

Deasber 5, 2001
14

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-1326

Placer County
May 2003



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

HAY.D2"2003 14:23 $0320 p.O3ESO6E

biologists or experts in conservation planting. The group will serve as a
sounding board for the County, providing public owireach through members’
contacts with key constituencies, and will provide input to the County regarding
preperation of the NCCP/HCPs.  The Wildlife Apencies agres, subject 1o
funding and staffing constraints, to provide technical assistance on an on-godng
hasis to the Stakeholder Working Groep,

$.3.2.1,1 Organization and structore The Stakeholler Working Group will have a
Chair and a Vice Chair, appointed by the County’s planning diector. The
Chair wil] preside. Upon request from the Chair, such as during the Chaw's
absence, the Wice Chair may temaporarily perform the Chair’s duties.  County
gtaff, or a designee of the County’s stafl, will serve as Secretary. As
appropriate, the Stakeholder Working Group will comvey its thoughts fo the
County staff, Wildlife Agencies, or the Board on specific aspects of the
NCCP/HCPs, as well as on the NCCF/HCPs asa whole,

$.3.2.1.2 Subsequent phases The County may change the composition of the
Stakehalder Working Group or comvene a separaie Stakeholder Working
Group for each NCCPMHCP. The County will attempt fo ensure the
Stakeholder Working Group accurstely reflects the tamge of stakeholders

affected by each NCCP/HCP,

$.3.2.3 Sierra Business Couneil The County will continue 1o collaborate with the
Sierra Business Council regarding preparation of the NCCP/HCPs, coordination
of stakeholder invalvement, fundraising and general public participation.

6.3.2.3 Availability of public review drafts The County will make draft plans
memoranda of nnderstanding, maps, conservation guidclines, species coverage
lists and other planning documents and supporting material available for public
review n i reasonable and timely manner. This obligation will not apply two all
docisnents drafied during preparation of the NCCPHCPs.  However, the
County will from time to time designate as “public review drafis” various
pertinent documents drafied during preparation of the NCCPHCPs and wall
make these documents available to the public. In addition, all reports and
formal memoranda prepared by the Stakeholder Working Group and the
Srientific Advisory Team will be reganded as “public review drafis” for
purposes of this section. The Parties agres that the County may use the Placer
Lepacy Program internet website as one of the principal means of making
documenis pertaining to the Placer Legaey Program available for public review,
as well as more traditional means such as distribution and display of hard copies

of such documents.

6.3.2.4 Public review prior to adoption Al draft NCCP/HCPs and implementing
agreements proposed for adoption will be made availablz for public review and
comment for a minimum of 60 days, and will be mads available by the County
at least ten working davs before any public hearing regarding the documents.
The Partics cxpect to fulfill this oblization by distributing for public review the
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draft NCCP/HCPs and implementing agreements with the draft environmental
impact reports prepared for the NCCP/HCPs pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) andfor the draft envirormental impact
statemerts prepared for the NCCP/HCPs pursuant to the  MNational
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPAT).

Public hearings Public hearings regarding NCCP/HCP development will be
planned and conducted to complement or integrate the requirements of CEQA,
NEPA. and any other apphicable State or Federal Lyws.

Public sulreach program The County, in concert with the Stekeholder
Working Group and the Sierra Business Council will provide access io
information for persons interested in the plan, with an emphasis on obtaining
input from a balanced variety of public and private inerests including State and
local governments, landowners, conservation orgamizations and the pemeral
public, This public outreach program reparding preparation of the NCCP/HCTFs
will be condueted largely by and through the Stakeholder Werking Group and
ihe Sierra Business Council  In addition, the County will comtinue to hold
public meetings before the Board to present key decisions reparding the
preparation of the NCCP/HCPs in order to afford the public 1he opportunity to
commerd on and inguire about the decisions.

Independent scientific review The Placer Legacy Program was developed with
substantial independemt sciemtific input and analysis.  Based on the
recommendations of the independenmt Scientific Working Group, the County
approved the Placer Legacy Propram NCCP/HCP Guidelines. The Secientific
Working Group also provided other input and advice during the preparation of the
Placer Lepacy Program helping to define the program’s general bielogicel
context and the scientific premises for preparation of the NCCP/HCPs. The input
and analysis of the Scientific Working Group was based in part upen review and
consideration of extensive resource data compiled and presented by the County in
a peographic information systemn format. Preparation of the NCCP/HCPs will
continue 1o be guided by independent scientific input and analysis. For that
purposs, the County will convene a Placer Legacy Scientific Advisory Team
composed of independent scientists representing a range of disciplines, inchding
geography, conservation bivlogy, aguatic resources and terrestrial ecology, and
chaired by a noted conservation biolegist. The Scientific Advisory Team will
help inform and guide habitat presecve desipn. species conservation, monitoring
and adaptive menagement provisions of the NCCP/HCPs.  The Scientific
Advisory Team may review amd provide written comments on key dmaft
documents during preparation of the NMOCP/HCPs and may alse prepare reports
regardina specific scremtific issues, as deemed necessary by the Counfy, in
consultation with the Wildlife Agencies,

Matural communities The dominant vegetation communities in Placer County’s

three major ecoregions are annual grassland in the Great Valley, cak woodland in
the Sierra Mevada Foothills, and conifer forest in the Sierra Nevada proper.
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Within these magor vegetation types is a diversity of small-patch ecosystems and
hydrelogically-conpected aquatic communities, incleding riparan woodlands,
vernal pools, freshwater emergent wetlands, Seshwater cresks and montane wet
meadows,  Ageatic communities, which provide habitat for a Jarge number of
species (ineluding many with special protection status), have been greatly reduced
and degraded, particularly in the valley and foothill portions of Placer County.
Other natral communities that are relatively rare in Placer County, though
widespread elsewhere, include chamise chapamal, primanly in the American
River Canyon, and sagebrush, on the east slope of the Sierra MNevada,  Placer
County also contains 3 small amount of alpine shrub and subalpine conifers in s
high elevation zenes. The Parties intend that the NCCPHCPs will address
natural communities in Placer County, foeusing mors miently on those that are
mogt degraded or threatened.

6.3.5 Species List The Parties intend to address the species listed in Exhibit 2 in the
NCCHHCE preparcd in Phase 1. The Partics do oot intend this list of species to
be exclusive or inclusive. The Courty may include or exclude certain species to
reflect new information and analyses. However, Exhibit 2 reflects the likely list
of species that will be addressed in Phase 1 NCCP/HCPs, bassd on the best
information curently available. The Parties acknowledge that inclusion of a
particular species as a Covered Species W an NCCFHCP will require a
determination by the Wildlife Apencies that the NCCP/HCP adequately covers
the speeics in accordancs with State and Federal permit issusnce requirements.

6.3.51 Target Speeies  In consullation with the Scienfific Advisory Team and the
Wildlife Agencies, the County will identify certain “Target Species” from the
species in Exhibit 2 that collectively will zerve as indicators of the health of the
natural communities that are the focus of the Phase 1 NCCP/HCP.

6352 Subsequent phases The County will reviee the species list in Exhibit 2 10
idemtify the species that will be addressed in the NCCP/HCP for each
subsequent phase. Exhibit 2 will include a separate list of species for each
NCCPHCP, though some species may be included on more than one list. For
each NCCP/HCP, the County will identify Target Species in accordance with
Seetiom £.3.5.1 early in the development of the NOCPHECP, Notwithstandmg
Section 9.7, the County may amesd Exhibit 2 without the written agreement of
other Parties: provided. however, that the County must provide each Party with
written notice of any such amendments.

6.3.6 Data collection The Parties agres that information regarding the following
subjects is important for preparation of the NCUP/HCPs. The Partics therefore
agree that data collection for preparation of the NOCCPHICPs should be prioritized
to develop more complete information on these subjects.  Preference for dma
collection should be given 1o those data essential to address habitat conservation
requirements of Target Specics and proposed Covered Species.  Analysis may
reveal data gaps currently pot known that are pecessary for the full and aceurate
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development of a conservation plan.  Dara needed for preparstion of the
NCCPHCPs may include subjects not known at this time or not ientified herein,

General watershed statisties To provide necessary backeround information,
general statistics for the watersheds in each Planning Subarea should be
obtained, incheding:

% ares;

< ekvational range;

% ecological subregion, section, and subsection;

% average armual precipitation; and

% means and varances of precipitation and temperature over the past fifiy
years.

Land cover composition and pattern To urderstand land use pressures and
the potential for eresion and water quality deteriomtion, information regarding
the native and cultural vegetation types in esch Planning Subarea should be
obtained. Maps and data analyses that should be developed are: :

< vepoiation cover,

# acreage and percentages of urban. agricultural and natural vegetation:
% acreage and percentages of different types of natural vegetation: and
4 areas with oak woodlands and coniferous farests.

Land use in sloped areas. To underestand potential soil loss and runoff, the
percentage of residential, commereial, industrial, and sgriculmral lands om
slopes of greater than 5% in cach Planning Subarea should be identifiad.

Land nse and disturbance history To develop an understanding of ECOsYSiem
composition, structure, and functional organization, land us: and disturbance
history should be reviewed. This should ertail & review of the land use history,
logging history, agricultural history, mining history and fire history within each
Planming Subarza,

Gmmm:pmhgica! data To develop a better understanding of abiotic factors

influencing natural communities in Placer County, geomorphological data at an
appropriate scake and level of detail should be identified,

Laqd COVEr plﬂth sizes To delenmine the hebitat value of each watershed to
particular species or groups of species, the size and location of habitat patches
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should be iemifisd in each Planning Suharea by identifying cover fypes and
ohtaining or developing frequency histograms of cover type paich sizes.

$.3.6.7 Small patches The location of smmall habitat patches should be identified, For
this popose, soils and geology within each Planming Subarea should be
identified, and maps of vernal pool arcas, areas with serpentine/gabbro substrate,
and caves, chifs and rock outcrops should be prepared.

63.6.5 Percemtage of land in public vwnérsh